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Value-added wood prod~lcts nianufiicturers serve an important role in the econoniies 
Relatively few studies have examined 

of many U.S. regions and are therefore sought after by entities such as econoniic tile site selectioll decision process for 
development agencies. The reasons why certain locatiotis for :i prospectise prodiiction secondary wood l,lsnufactur- 
facility \voold be iiiore attractive to secondary wood industry producers are not clearly en, of earliest studies ( 5 )  mund 
~tiiderstood. Tilerefore, this researe11 attempts to increase our untlerstanding of  why a that  single-owner Crnls often selected a 
secondary ivood proditcer a ~ o ~ i l d  choose to place a prodiiction facility in one location site becaiise re~alioilships and 
versus another. All known value-added wood pi-oducers in Texas were surveyed to 

co,i,Lll,~ty factors, ~~~k~~ and cost con- 
investigate the importance of  3 I factors related to the plant location clccision. The most siderations were left to be considered af- 
important fictors were dctcrniined to bc ptq7c1.0~ tares arid l(zhol- cosr.~. Cost-related ter the site \$,as selected, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ' ~  (5) 
factors \sere ranked as  most iniportant when considering a location in a state other than also slIowcd that larger fimls put 
Texas. Significant ciifikrcnces in factor importance wcre found for respondents who had more weight on financial criteria and 
rcccntly ~iiatfe a location decision versus those planiiing a future decision. Iriiplications considered far more alternative sites, ~h~ 
arc drawn for policyntakers and econonlic developnlcnt ofiicials who arc seeking to jnrger firms wood supply, and 
attract more value-added wood prod~iccrs to a particular area. labor and transportation costs to be im- 

portant in site selection. 

Cleaves ( I )  also conductetl a study that 
in\,cstigated the plant location decisions 

T i l c  U.S. scco11cia1-y rvood products 1'1ant locatioii dccisiorii nlsde by primary for ~ v o o d  products mari~tfr~ct~irers. I-low- 
iti;un~~facturing indi~stry is important in n'ooti prod~~cei-s  (e.g.: I), and has in- e$.er, this study only cxamitied tlic loca- 
tcl-111s of  its c~-iiployiiicrii, v:~li~c-:riitii.d ir1 cliliied t l ~ c  11s~ of analytical nioilcls to dlcjsiOtlS mi- firnIs opcr:ltil,g ply- 
manufacturing, consirniption of  a \vide (fetcl-nii11e optinla1 plant location (9,101. ,t.ood plarlts i n  12 southcrn states, 
variety of forest products, and overall Few st~idies, ll@\ve\'er, have been con- Reslllts indicate that there were signifi- 
cconomic impact (2,8,1 1). This segment dilctccf to clarify the factors that w@~lld cant cliffcrences in the decision processes 
oftlic \+.nod prociucts industry consists of  lead a t ~ o o d  prod~lcts firm to choose one ~ l sed  by different types of  firms. 
nlanufacturers of such products as wood site over another for a secondary njanu- Other studics have found that different 
household and office furniture, kitchen factliritlg facility. Therefore, the p n t ~ l a ~  types of  forest procl~lct~ firms have differ- 
cabinets, and specialty procliicts such as 0bjectil.e of this study \\'as to d?i.el@p an ent location requirements. For the solid 
\vootf T V  i\/Ia~iufact~ircrs of  untlerstanding of the factors that are irn- ~ v o o d  prodrlcts industry in Louisiana, it 
tflesc prodLlcts thi. to play p o ~ t ~ i t  to site selection decisions for sec- \vas found that proximity to raw materi- 

an irnpo~tant role in state and local econo- ondary wood prod~lcts firms. als was the most iniportant coricerrr for 

niics, and many states have bt'siln to un- 
derstand the c n ~ p l o y n ~ e n t  a ~ i d  tax poten- 
tial of secondary n.ood products manu- Tile autliors arc, respectivel>. r\ssistnni Professor and Extension Speci~ilist, Tcxas Agri. 
factur-ing for their econornizs. Ext. Ser-v.. Dcpt. of Fcrest Sci., Texas .A&l\4 University; College Station, TX 77813; and 

Gr,rtlunte Assista!it, Dept. of h'lnrketing. hlnys College and Graciiiate Sciiool of' Business, Uncierstancling the ""ly One Texrxs A&&? C'niv.: ariii Project Leai!er. LSDA Forest Serv., Southern Res. Sta.. 701 Loyola 
location would be more favorable. to set- Ave., Ke\v Orleans, LA 701 13. This prdect Lvas stipporteil by a Cooperative agreemerit with 
oiidary \vooii pro~llicts manufcict~irers is tlic LlSDA Forest Sel-v., Soi~thern Rej. Sra. This paper n.a\ received for publication in  Fzbr~iary 

seemillg]y c-itical to a state's ability to 190S. *'print No. S783, 
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cultivate and enhance such an important  OF^^^^^ prodLlcts society 1998, 
industry. Previous research has examined Forest Proci. J .  45(7/8):27-32. 
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ure 2. - Grand mean of factor scores  by category. 

primary manufi~cturing scctol; \vhile 
kers' compensation costs \rverc of 
itest concern to seconcl~~ry proiiti:cr-s 
. In 13 northeastern statcs. Frnssr anti 
dc (4) fourid that three forest ir~cli~s- 
~ibsectors - furniturc, \.ciicei-. nilti ?;I]- 
had different location reqiiir-i.i~ii.nts. 

,h also changed accoriiiilg to cor11- 
ity size; tio sirlgli. fi~ctor -,\;is c ~ i i l -  
to all industry siibseztors 2nd coin- 
ties but various con~hiilations of  
, market, and tran.;pi?~-i~~tii~n f,i:tors 
pre\.alent. 

dies from oiitsitie tlic \I o ~ i l  proif- 
n d ~ ~ s t r y  indicatc tililt tiisri. ;ire sc \ -  
asic considerations tilot a coinpciny 
)ok at kvhen choosing a site for an 

inil~istrial facility (e.g., 6). One very ini- 
portant consideration is the mobility o f  
facilities and people. At the time o f  the 
location decision, a production facility is 
f 'irrly ' -  rnobile; its machines can be moved 
or new machines put in place at the new 
locatior1. The rvorkforce, however, is not 
so c:isily relocated. Significant disrup- 
tions arc caused by either forcing a firm's 
crnployees to move or by hiring new em- 
ployees to staff a facility. Some produc- 
tion processes are characterized by a 
:lee3 for highly technical equipment and 
highly trained enlployees. The need for 
such liighly skilled people appears to be a 
more detcrnminant factor in the site selec- 
tion decisions for finiis that are depend- 
ent on them. 

Accessibility to the inpnts of produc- 
tion has also been found to be an impor- 
tant consicieration in site selection deci- 
sions (6). A facility that is located far from 
the source of the raw material inputs will 
incur greater in-bound shipping costs and 
have to wait longer for raw materials than 
competitors who are less removed from 
input sources. The importance o f  an ade- 
qu"e rvood raw materials s~ipply has 
been previously noted in site selection 
decisions for wood niannfacturers (7). 
Lastly, the location of  the target market 
can make a difi'erence in the success o f  
the prodilction facility. If the facility is  
located too far from the target market, it 
will incur higher out-boilnd freight ex- 
penses and have difficulty responding to 
rapid changes in the marketplace. 

METHODOLOGY 
The pop~rlation o f  interest for this 

survey consisted of  value-added wood 
producers in Texas, incl~iding cabinet, 
furniture, specialty product, flooring, fix- 
ture, moulding/niillwork, .~vjndo~v, and 
cloor- n~anufacturcrs. A list o f  companies 
\\.as compiled using a mailing list pur- 
chased from the Bureau of  Business Re- 
search at the University o f  Texas at 
Austin 311d lists firon1 the Texas Forest 
Sel-vice and the Texas Dcpartn-ient of  
Coninierce. A total of  852 firms com- 
prised tlic survey population. 
DATA COLLECTION 

The primary tiata collection riiethod 
for this project was a mail survey. A 
~>renotificntion letter was first mailed to 
all compiinies in the popiilrttion, followed 
approximately 1 \veek later by the sur- 
V c y b .  /i S C C O I I ~  rllililiiig \VilS S C I I ~  to tllosc 
~ v h o  hact not responded to the first survey. 
Reminder postcards were m:tiletl a week 
after the second mailing to all respon- 
dents that had not rettlnied their surveys. 
F~lrther, foliow-up telephone calls were 
made in an attempt to reach tile larzesr 
production firms that had not previously 
responded. 

These tlnt~i collection eRorts resulred 
in ti12 ret~irn of  253 surveys, of\vhiih 237 
\\ ere used (26 surveys returned by Itlm- 
ber and pallet producers Lvere not used). 
Fui-ther, there \\.ere 236 ~~ndciiverable or 
~ in i~sab lc  qilcstion~~aires retunied. This 
results in ail adjilsted response rate of  
39 percent. 

NON-RESPONSE BIAS I 
Potentiai non-response bias was ex- 

anlitled by comparing early respondents 
to respor~dcnts who returned surveys af- 



ter  fo l lo~ t -up  efforts These teqs  are 
based on the assuniptlon t l i ~ t  respon- 
dents who respond to fol lo~\  -up appeals 
are more ltke non-respondents (3) In 
these tests, the first 2 5  percent of  ~espon-  
dents mere compared to those u ho re- 
sponded to our folloi\-up efikrts (ap- 
proxiniately 25%) L'slng the Chi-square 
test (0 05 l e ~ c l  ofslgn~ficance). ail demo- 
qraphic ~ a i ~ a b l e s  \\ere tested and ~ n d i -  - 
c a t e d  IIO slgnlficant d~f fe rences  be- 
tiveen groups o f  respondents 

R E S P O N D E N T  P R O F I L E  

O f  the 237 respondents, 6 s  percent 
were corporations and 27 percent were 
sole proprietorships, with the reri~ainder 
being s ~ t c h  entities as  joint ventures. The 
average number- o f  years at the current 
production facility ivas 12.4, ~v i th  54.3 
percent of firms being at tlicir original 
production location. htlore than 66 per- 
cent of  responclents reported Iia\i~ig the 
title of  oivrler o r  president, ~v i th  another 
10.7 percent being vice presidents and 
14.9 percc~lt managers. Respondents re- 
ported fia\~ing 280 prod~lction facilities in 
Texas and 65 in other statcs. 

Respondents indicated tlieir primary 
and secondary products froin a list of 
product catcgorics. A breakdo\vti of the 
procl~~cts shows that 18.8 pcrccnt listed 
reside~~tial or office f i i rni t~~re as their pi-i- 
rnary product, lvitli 22.1 percent report- 
ing cabinets as their prim:~ry prod~ict. 
Otlicr prodi~ccrs reported primary prod- 
iicts such as niillivork, fixt~ires, and \i,ood 
specialty protlucts. 

Rcsponcients reported aiit1ti:tl sales 
1ci.i.l~ li.0111 S 10,000 to inor-c tllai~ $500 
million for 1996, kvith average sales (for 
lvood prod~icts only) of  $9,91 1,4 16. Me- 
dian sales were $628,142, tvith the total 
sales reporteci by respondents being more 
tlian $2.13 billion. It is recognized that a 
number o f  vcry larse producers skewed 
thc average sales figures. Tliel-cfore, a 
trimmed mean \sas calcu1att.d in uhicli 
the top and bottom 2 pcrccnt oftlie sales 
figures Lvere not incl~idecl in  tlic ca lc~~la -  
tions. This results in a trinimcii niean 
est imate for  1996 avcragc baits o f  
54,649,06 I .  

LOCATION C I R C U M S T A N C E S  
A N D  I N T E N T I O N S  

Oizrall, 8 percent of the rt.spondcnts 
indicated t11at they intend on moving to a 
new productiorl sitc in icss than I year, 
with another 2 1.7 percent anticipating a 
niove in the next 2 years. Figure 1 
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Figure 3. - Grand m e a n s  for individual factors 

graphically illustrates the breakdown of 
anticipated tinie until respondents' ncxt 
move. Responctents who say they \\.ill 
never move niakc up 20.9 percent, and of 
those. 42.6 percent are still in their origi- 
nal location. A large proportion of tlic 
respondents (33.8%) is unsure of tlicir 
intentions to nlove, and o f  those, 9 pi.]-- 
cent are not satisfied \vitIi their cu~Tciit 
locations. 

Most rcspontlents reported being fitirly 
satisfied xvith their current location. Of 
the 237 respondents, 3 1.9 percent fie1 
very satisfied, and 75.1 percent fccl at 
least somewhnt satisfiecl ~v i th  their ciir- 
rent plant locationis). On the other hand. 
15.9 percunt are unsatisfied with their 

c~irrcrit iac:rtion(s). Of respondents who 
I-cpartcd sales of o i r r  SS,000,000 for 
1996, tilc n~cclii s;itisfaction rating was 
5.5 iiin a 7-point scale). Flowever, only 
35 j : ~ c c ! ~ t  of tl~csc respondents reported 
k i n g  \,cr> s;~tisfjcd ivith their current 
pro(1iictior; facility locatior~js). 

ANALYSIS O F  G E N E R A L  
DECISION F A C T O R S  

In oi-ii~i- to st!i(!y LvhicIi factors are 
pc;-i.ci\.cil by prodiicers to be the most 
in~pottxnt in choosing a sitc location, 3 1 
f i r tors  n,ci-s choszn and placed into 6 
t ~ i ~ ~ j o r  catcgorics. Tltc categories were: 
mrtrkct, cost, distribution, prodtiction, 
regulator>.; and intangible factors. 
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.actor Factor type Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
'roperty taxes Cost 5.60 6 14 5.99 
.abor costs Cost 5.81 5.96 5.95 
:ojt of land for facility Cost 5.69 6.22 5.59 
Loom for expansion Production 6.02 5.94 5.60 
:aw materials costs Cost 5.44 5.86 5.73 
acility constniction costs Cost 5.53 6.05 5.57 
uitabllity of existing site Production 5.89 5.86 5.55 

tilitie~ costs Cost 5.08 5.84 5.62 
.atdincal persorial taxes Regulatory 5.21 5.90 5.56 
ate,'local corporate taxes Regulatory 5.13 5.98 5.36 
ailability of skilled labor Production 5.1 1 5.59 5.19 
~ s o n a l  factors Intangible 5.24 5.49 5.16 

~ilutiodemissions regulations R e g u l a t o ~  4.49 5.58 5.3 1 

1st of living intangible 4.97 5.49 5.19 
~rker 's  compensation Regulatory 4.54 5.35 5.15 
bor laws liegi~latory 4.81 5.3 1 5.0 1 

:enti31 growth of market Market 4.97 5.22 4.76 
c incentives Intangible 4.08 5.27 4.67 
iximity to end markets Market 5.05 4.71 4.57 
ustrial development aid'incentivcs lnta~igible 3.92 5.14 4.51 
~rncss to major highways Distribution 4.54 4.81 4.37 
m e s s  to liimber siipp!ier Production 4.48 4.27 4.56 
,ess to capital/financ~ng intangible 4.13 4.S5 4.23 
a1 niarke: size Market 4.53 4.89 4.06 
ess to freight haillers Distributioti 4.05 4.51 4.15 
cirnity to intem~ediaries Market 4.00 4.14 3.85 
: competition for sales Market 3.61 3.49 3.71 
ness  to composite panel supplier Production 2.89 3.67 3.21 
mess to export markets Market 2.00 2.25 2.01 

.~izss to trade sho\r locations Market 2.13 2.02 1.95 
ness to rail lines Distribiitioti 1.73 1.81 I .S? 

spondents were asked to rarlk the 
ctors on a scale from 1 to  7 accord- 
1 i r i ~ p o ~ t a ~ i c c  ( I  = not important; 7 = 
important). Grand means for cach 
ory  were calculated by at~eraging 
,sponscs for each factor within the 
tegories (Fig. 2). It was fount1 that 
hctors are the niost important to 
]dents; distribution factors are the 
mportant. 
ute 3 provides the mean scores cal- 
2 for the 3 l individual factors. The 
mportant of  all factors \vas l~ t -oy-  
rc3, with a score o f  5.97. The next 
nlportant factor was lrd~or. costs 
followed by- fac i i i~  cor~srt.ziction 
5.80). The three least important 
Lvcre necuiless to  nil lints, near- 
tinrie slroii locrrtions, and Izenr- 

ey7oi.t /~~cti.iicis. 

IR IMPORTANCE BY S I T E  
T l O N  SITUATION 

.s asstlnied that the data ~ r o u l d  
differences in factor importance 

n respondents' stage in thcir site 

selection decision making. Therefore, the 
s t11~ey was designed to categorize re- 
spondcnts based on three different selee- 
tion situations. Following are the three 
groups, including the number o f  respon- 
clents fillling in cacli category: 

Group 1: Those who have made a 
site selection decision in the last 3 years 
(38 respondents, 17%); 

Group 2: Those who are planning to 
make a site selection decision in the next 
3 years (50 respondents, 22%); 

Group 3: Those who d o  not fit into 
either Group 1 or 2; these persons were 
inst~xicted to base their ans\vers on their 
perception of the importance of  the fac- 
tors for a potential future site selection 
(1 3 8  respondents, 6 1 %). 

Comparison of the factor importance 
scores for each group shotvs that the 
highest ranking factors are nlostly cost- 
rslated concerns (Table 1). All three 
groups considcrpi.oper1). trr.ics and labor- 
costs very important; cost of land for 
&cilirt/ is one of the five most important 

for Groups 1 and 2. Roon~jbr- e.u,unrzsiorz 
is one of the  fit^ most important for 
Ciroups I and 3. 

There were statistically significant 
differences on only t\vo factors when 
comparing those tvho have made a lo- 
cation decision in the last 3 years and 
those ivho are making a location decision 
in the next 3 years. Those who were 
planning to make a site selection decision 
in the next 3 years considered incilcstrinl 
n%.ve/opn~r~i nidliiicentit~es and tns irz- 
centi~~es to be significantly more impor- 
tant than those who had recently made a 
selection decision. In addition, there is a 
noticeable shift in factor importance once 
a site decision has been made. Production 
factors ( 1 0 0 1 ~ 1  foi. e-rpnnsion and ~~(i tabi l -  
ii?, o f  aisting site) \\,ere paraniount for 
those who have made a recent site deci- 
sion, although cost-related factors were 
still important. 
FACTOR IMPORTANCE 
B Y  S A L E S  CATEGORY 

Comparing ansxsers for factor ques- 
tions across 1996 sales shows many dif- 
ferences in opinion of importance. Three 
groups of  respondents were created to 
examine these difirences: 

Group A: 1996 sales lcss than $ 1  
million; 

Group B: 1996 salcs between $1 
million and S 10 million; 

Group C: 1996 sales gi-eater than 
S I0 niillion. 

All thl-ee groups indicated that lnbor- 
c,o.rt.s tvcre in~por t~~nt ,  with each ranking 
it in its top 5 most important of  the 31 
factors (Table 2). The larsest fi rnis, those 
\\.it11 1996 sales o t ~ i - $ 1  om ill ion^ fclt that 
~.clonl.fol. e.rpiii~sioil was the n-iost inipor- 
tant factor, ~vhile those ~v i th  1996 sales 
between $ 1  million and $10 n~il l ion 
ranked it third most important and re- 
spondents with 1996 sales ofless than $ 1  
million ranked it seventh. The remaining 
top four concerns for the largest firms 
\\.ere all labor-reiated. Respoiidents \~,ith 
1996 salcs less than S 1 million and those 
with 1996 sales between S i  million and 
S I0 million found p i ~ e i - ( v  tir,res highly 
important, ranking i t  in their top 5; how- 
ciw,  the largest respondents ranked this 
fiictor only 13th. 
RANKING OF CATEGORIES: S I T E  
SELECTION OUTSIDE OF TEXAS 

Respondents M.ere also asked to pro- 
\.id? a rank ordering of the six major 
categories in terms of importance when 
considering a site outside of Texas, For 



example, respondents ivould write the 
n u n ~ b e r  one next to cost factors i f  they 
perceiveit them to be the most important 
factors to be considered when selecting a 
site in another state. The number two 
would be kvritten next to the second most 
important factor, and so on. Figure 4 
ill~lstrates graphically the ranking of  the 
six categories against each other. In this 
case, the figtires are averages of all rank- 
i n g ~  provided by respondents. and lower 
scores indicate a higher ranking in terms 
o f  importa~zce. 

The results show that cost factors are 
the nlost important to respondents, with 
an average relative ranking o f  2.32. Next 
most important are nlarket factors, fol- 
lowed by production factors. Least in]- 
portant in the ranking are intangible fac- 
tors, \vitli an average rank of 4.81. The 
high ranking of market and distribution 
factors, versus the results sho~vn  earlier 
in Figure 2, indicates that out-otlstate 
site selection decisiotls are vietved differ- 
ently than the within-Texas decisions. 
This coitld be due to out-of-state deci- 
sions being associated more with expan- 
sion than relocation. 

DISCUSSION A N D  SUGGESTIONS 

Tliis stt~cly was designed to cictcr~iiine 
which filctors arc riiost impot-tant to  
Texas \due-added wood protl~icts nianu- 
facttir-ers \vhen choosing a n c u  plant lo- 
cation. A total of  3 I factors ~vcrc  rntcd to 
dctcr-mine which arc most important in 
I-c1;ltion to a locatjon ciecisiot~. The fincl- 
ings provitic a bcttcr understailding o f  
how site sclcctioi~ decisions arc made, 
anti should prove ~isefiil to organizations 
scckil1g to attr:~ct \.:tiilc-ac~tli'cf 171-od~iccrs 
to a given location. Thc cost-related fat- 
tors of p-ojiei.gS taxes, liibor costs, and 
cost ~ f I c r t ~ d ~ f o ~ - ~ f i ~ c i l i ~  arc the most im- 
portant to secondary wood producers. 
Production-related costs f i ic i l i~  cotrsbzrc- 
tiotr costs, rziv ~iraie~.ia( co.sts, ~ctilitj cosfs) 
were also highly rntcd by rzsporidents. 

01.cl-all responses indicate that rrcnt-- 
/re.s.c to lrcr;rhef~Ls~~/~pli'e~~ is on\  y s o r ~ ~ s w h a t  
important, tvit11 ireat-tli:ss to coi~;iiosite 
,vci;~ci s~cp,i~Iier (c.g., particleboarif, MDF) 
being even lcss inlportnnt. Tliis result 
bodes well for those locales outside areas 
u.ith commercial forestlands, \vhere the 
rilajority o f  primary \i.ood protliicers are 
iocatcd, that arc attempting to nitmct a 
value-added pi-oduction facility. 

Cost f~tctors kvould be the most impor- 
tant consideration \$,ken moving to an- 
other state. If wood 131-oduccrs in other 

- - 
Group A Group B Group C 

ractor Factor type (ti = 137) (n  = 59) [ n  = 19) 

Property taxes Cost 5 91 6 29 5 45 
Labor costs C o ~ t  5.72 6.33 6.14 
Cost of larid for facility Cost 5.80 5.81 5.50 
Room for expansion Production 5.56 6.09 6.19 
R a n  material cost Cost 5.73 5.76 5.77 
Suitability of existing site Pi-oduction 5.61 5.86 5.62 
Facility construction costs Cost 5.62 5.90 5.4 I 
Stateiiocal personal taxes Regiilatoiy 5.44 5.97 5.73 
Util~ty costs Cost 5.55 5.69 5.36 
State/local corporate taxes Regitlatory 5.22 5.98 5.73 
Availability of skilled labor Prodiiction 4.99 5.72 5.77 
Cost of living lntaiigible 5.33 5.16 4.86 
Pol1~rtioil:emissions regillations Regitlatory 4.94 5.81 5.61 
Personal factors liitaiigible 5.35 5.14 4.68 
Worker's compensation Regiilatory 4.73 5.72 6.05 
Labor laws Regiilatory 4.75 5.45 5.82 
Poteiitinl grawth of market hi:irket 5.2 1 4.47 4.05 
Tax incentives Ititailgible 4.44 5.39 4.95 
Proximity to end markets hlnrkrt 4.69 4.86 4.32 
[ndi~striai developniriit aicllinceiitives 1r:tangiblt. 4.19 5.32 5.09 
Nearriess to liinlber supplier i'roditction 4.73 3.98 4.23 
Nearness to major highways Distribution 4.09 5.17 5.23 
Access to capitaI/financiilg Intsngible 4.29 4.84 3.64 
Local market size Llnrket 4.6 1 3.78 3.6s 
Access to fieiglit haulcrs I)istribiition 3.89 4.78 5.36 
I'roxiinity to intemlediaries Ilarket 4.01 3.84 3.86 
Less conipetition for sales I1:irki.t 3.95 3.24 2.64 
Nsamess to pmcl supplier l'r~\dt~ction 3 13 3.41 3.32 
Nearness to expoit i-narkets h1,irki.t 1.97 2.00 2.59 
Neari~ess to tra~lc shou locations L.1arkt.t 2.15 1.62 1.73 
Ncarncss to rail lines I1is;ribiition 1.75 1.75 2.18 

Cost Factors 

Market Factors 

Production Factors 

Distribution Factors 

Regulatory Factors 

Intangible Factors 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Highest Lowest 

Figure 4. - Factor importance ranking for facility outside of Texas. 

states are similar to those in Texas tlisii i t  tors. Pllso, market-related factors became 
could be assunled that any prodilzer more important when expansion across 
looking to rnokre outside its home stntc state borders was being considered. AI- 
will first consider sites that offertile Ion.- though much has been made of the  regu- 
est cost conibination o f  productiw fac- latory differences from state to state, re- 
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sults here indicate that regulatory factors 
d o  not rate highly tvhen moving to an- 
other state, unless they perhaps affect 
costs related to land and labor. 
SUGGESTIONS BY 
RESPONDENT CATEGORY 

Selection sitlintion. - Efforts to in- 
crease a location's attractiveness to pro- 
spect ive s e c o n d a r y  w o o d  products  
manufactursrs should include emphasis 
on low costs regarding purchasing the 
land and building the facility. Those re- 
spondents who are in the category of 
making a site location decision in the 
next 3 years indicated that these factors 
were very iriiportant to them. Further- 
more, it was noted that the availability of 
a skilled labor force is a major concern, 
along with lower property tax rates. 
T ~ L I S ,  efforts to recruit these companies 
should focus on these iss~tes  in order to 
:reate interest in the area. 

It is interesting to note the significant 
Sifferences in importance ratings for the 
3roup 1 (recently made a decision) and 
3roup 2 (making a decision within 3 
rears) respondents. The numbers indi- 
,ated a large rise in importance for talc 
ucer~ti~~es a n d  indlistr.ia1 derclopnrent 
'ii/iiricentii.~e.~ from Group 1 to Group 2. 
'his provides sonic indication that the 
uportance o f  these two filctors has in- 
reased over- time and may take on an 
ven grcatcr role for fiiture decisions. 
Fit.in size. - Large firms (ovcr $10 

lillion in arinunl sales) consider roo111 
)I. e.tp11nxi017 and lc~bor- costs niost im- 
srtant. They also perceive the regula- 

f:~ctors of  I/VOI./~<'/.:\- corripe~~.safio~z 
iti Inbor. iirt~~s 21s bcing intcgsal to pro- 
~ctioii facility location. Lrrbor.co.sts and 
~o[?er-tj~ tilses are most important to  

medium-sized companies, but they are 
also concerned with roon2 for- e-vpnnsion 
and stntdocnl torpor-czte tclses and per- 
sotml tares. Snlaller companies (under 
$ 1  million in annual sales) are most 
interested in pi.opei.@ taxes, labor costs, 
and cost of laniifor newfilcilig,, 

Product ope. - There appear to be 
minor differznces in factor importance 
between producers of  different product 
types. Ho\vever; most of  these differ- 
ences Lvere not statistically significant 
and caution r n ~ ~ s t  therefore be used when 
making statements of  the importance of  
one factor versus another. What may be 
niost noteworthy is the general agree- 
ment among the various product types 
regarding the importance of cost-related 
factors. Four cost-related factors were 
consistently ranked in the top six factors 
for the cabinet, f~lrnihlre, and specialty 
wood products producers. Thesc results 
indicate that officials seeking to attract 
these finns may not need to devise spe- 
cific strategies for each individual prod- 
L I C ~  type. 

Value-added wood producers can be a 
val~lable asset to a community. These 
producers take comniodity products and 
adcl value through specialized labor and 
production nicthods. They may be more 
attractive than their primary product 
counterparts due to reasons such as less 
~ s a s t c  and  pol lut io~l ,  a more highly 
skilled workforce, ant1 substantial contri- 
bi~tions to local tax buses. As more states 
anci localities become anrare of  the eco- 
nomic potentials of  the secondary wood 
products industr)i, there should he an in- 
c~.c;tsitig iiitcrcd in tllc Ioc~itioti factors 
that are most important to a producer's 
decision-making. 
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